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DETAILED ACTION 
Withdrawn of Finality of Last Office action 

1. Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. This action is 
responsive to an amendment filed on 01/05/04. Claims 1-19 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection which is deemed appropriate to address all of the needs at this time. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 7, 15 and 18 are objected to because of the following informalities: regarding 
claim 7, the phrase "either a voice mail module either a voice mail module" on lines 7 and 8 is 
confusing and the "either a voice mail module" (second occurrence) should be deleted. 

Regarding claims 15 and 18 are objected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 7-9 and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1, 7-9 and 15-19, the phrase "maintaining a call state of the voice call in 
response to an answering by the first telematic device" is unclear what the "call state" is. Note, A 
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call has multiple states, such as ringing state, talk state, etc. Does the call state refer to the state 
when the call is answered by the first telematic device? 

Regarding claims 1, 7, 9, 15, 17 and 18, the phrase "fake rings" is indefinite because no 
clear definition can be found about such "rings" (Note, the ring sound is real and not "fake"). If 
the claimed "fake rings" refers to locally generated ringing signals from a mobile phone, all 
mobile phones are doing that. If the claimed "fake rings" refers to rings that is generated by the 
mobile phone AFTER the call is answered, applicant need to amend the claim language to reflect 
such feature. 

Specification 

6. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the specification 
states on page 1, lines 24-26, "the wireless network 20 attempts to route a voice call from a caller 
of the business phone 10 to the portable phone 30 as symbolized by the in-coming rings and the 
system rings". It is not clear what is the different between "in-coming rings" and "system rings". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

7. New corrected drawings are required in this application because 1) the phrases "IN- 
COMING RINGS" and "CALL FORWARD RINGS" used in of fig. 1 and fig.4, appears to be 
"IN-COMING CALL", "CALL FORWARD CALL" simultaneously and 2) the phrase 
"INCOMING RINGS" used in step s52 of fig.3 appears to be "INCOMING CALL". Applicant 
is advised to employ the services of a competent patent draftsperson outside the Office, as the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no longer prepares new drawings. The corrected drawings are 
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required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The requirement 
for corrected drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 2, 7, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art. 

Regarding claims 1 and 17, Applicant's admitted prior art teaches maintaining a call state 
(Note, Examiner interprets the claimed "Call state" as a state of existence of the signaling path of 
a call (i.e., path to send control signal to the mobile to ring the phone or send "off-hook" signal 
from the mobile to the mobile switch). It is clear that such signaling path is maintained in step 
s64 of fig.3 during "ringing stage" such that the mobile switch can detect if the call is answered.) 
of the voice call in response to an answering by the first telematic device of one or more call 
forwarding rings indicative of the voice call (fig.3; page 2, lines 1 1-18, page 3, lines 1-4). 

Applicant's admitted prior art further teach forwarding the voice call to a voice mail 
system in response to a failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer one or more fake 
rings indicative of the voice call (fig.3; page 2, lines 11-18, page 3, lines 1-4). (Note: Examiner 
interprets "fake rings" as ringing signals generated by a mobile phone which the phone 40 in 
fig.3 must do that to alert the user about an incoming call.) 



Application/Control Number: 10/001,941 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2645 

However, applicant admitted prior art does not teach another destination besides voice 
mail module for the call to be forwarded to. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art to program 
the switch disclosed in fig. 1 of the current application in order to forward the call by dialing the 
number of either a second telematic device or a telecommunication device in response to a 
failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer one or more fake rings indicative of the 
voice call. Forwarding the call to a particular destination has no patentability significant because 
it is just a matter of programming a destination number into the switch such that the switch will 
automatically route the call to that destination. 

Regarding claim 2 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Applicant's admitted prior art teaches monitoring ring back tones provided 
by the first telematic device in response to answering the one or more call forwarding rings 
(fig.3; page 2, lines 11-18, page 3, lines 1-4). 

Applicant's admitted prior art further teach the voice call is forwarded to either the voice 
mail module, the second telematic device or the telecommunication device in response to a 
failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer one or more fake rings after a prescribed 
number of ring back tones (fig.3; page 2, lines 11-18, page 3, lines 1-4). 

Regarding claims 7 and 18 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claims 1 and 2. 

10. Claims 3, 8 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art and in view of Chakravarti et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,369,695). 
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Regarding claim 3, Applicant's admitted prior art teaches answering the one or more call 
forwarding rings by the first telematic device (fig.3; page 2, lines 11-18). 

However, it is not clear whether Applicant's admitted prior art teaches "initiating a timer 
in response to answering the one or more call forwarding rings". Chakravarti teaches initiating a 
timer in response to answering the one or more call forwarding rings (col.4, lines 31-59). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Applicant's admitted prior art to allow initiating a timer in response to answering the one 
or more call forwarding rings as taught by Chakravarti. The motivation for the modification is to 
have doing so in order to wait for response before redirecting the call. 

Applicant's admitted prior art further teach that the voice call is forwarded to either the 
voice mail module, the second telematic device or the telecommunication device in response to 
the first telematic device does not answer the call forward rings withinh a prescribed period (i.e., 
dropping the voice call within a prescribed timer window) (fig.3, steps s64, s66; page 2, lines 1 1- 
18, page3, lines 1-4). 

Regarding claims 8 and 19 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claims 1 and 3. 

11. Claims 4, 9, 10, 12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art and in view of Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,208,854) 

Regarding claim 4, Applicant's admitted prior art fails to teach "providing an 
announcement to a caller of the voice call, the announcement indicating the forwarding of the 
voice call to the first telematic device". Roberts teaches playing a message to the calling party, 
the message can alert the calling party that the call is being processed (col.5, lines 30-35; 
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'message to the calling party 5 reads on the claim 'providing an announcement to a caller of the 
voice call' and 'message can alert the calling party that the call is being processed' reads on the 
claim 'the announcement indicating the forwarding of the voice call to the first telematic 
device'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art to provide an announcement to a 
caller of the voice call, the announcement indicating the forwarding of the voice call to the first 
telematic device as taught by Roberts. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to provide the notification message to the caller. 

Regarding claim 9 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Applicant's admitted prior art teaches a call forwarding module operable 
to forward a voice call to a first telematic device (fig.3; page 2, lines 1 1-18). 

Applicant's admitted prior art fails to teach " a voice portal operable to maintain a call 
state of the voice call". Roberts teaches a second computer readable program code operable to 
route a call (fig.2, fig.3; col.l, lines 64-67, col.2, lines 1-47; 'second computer readable program 
code' reads on the claim 'voice portal', 'route a call' reads on the claim 'maintain a call state of 
the voice call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art to incorporate a voice portal 
operable to maintain a call state of the voice call as taught by Roberts. The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to maintain the call stat using a second computer 
readable program code. 

Applicant's admitted prior art further fails to teach "said voice portal further operable to 
forward the voice call to either a voice mail module, a second telematic device or a 
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telecommunication device in response to a failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer 
one or more fake rings indicative of the voice call" Roberts teaches second computer readable 
program code further operable to route a call to the called party's landline communication unit in 
response to unavailability of the called party's wireless communication (fig.2-5; col.l, lines 64- 
67, col.2, lines 1-47, col.3, lines 58-67, col.4, lines 1-12, 16-36; 'second computer readable 
program code' reads on the claim 'voice portal', 'route a call' reads on the claim 'forward the 
voice call', 'called party's landline communication unit' reads on the claim 'second telematic 
device' and 'unavailability of the called party's wireless communication' reads on the claim 'a 
failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer one or more fake rings indicative of the 
voice call'). (Note: when a call is routed to the called party's wireless communication unit, the 
wireless communication unit inherently starts ringing which is fake rings) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art to allow the voice portal further 
operable to forward the voice call to either a voice mail module, a second telematic device or a 
telecommunication device in response to a failure of a user of the first telematic device to answer 
one or more fake rings indicative of the voice call as taught by Roberts. The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to forward the call to either another number or a voice 
mail whenever the routed call will go unanswered. 

Regarding claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 2 and 9. 

Regarding claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 4 and 9. 
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Regarding claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 9 and 10. 

12. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
admitted prior art and in view of Fuller et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,375,161). 

Regarding claim 5, Applicant's admitted prior art in view of Roberts fails to teach 
"playing music for a caller of the voice call while maintaining the call state of the voice call". 
Fuller teaches playing music on-hold for a caller of the call while processing the call (col. 38, 
lines 52-68, col.39, lines 1-68, col.40, lines 1-68, col.41, lines 1-8; 'music on-hold' reads on the 
claim 'music' and 'call while processing the call' reads on the claim 'voice call while 
maintaining the call state of the voice call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art in 
view of Roberts to allow playing music for a caller as taught by Fuller. The motivation for the 
modification is to have the playing music for a caller in order to give the comfort to the calling 
party. 

13. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
admitted prior art and in view of Goldman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,493,442). 

Regarding claim 6, Applicant's admitted prior art fails to teach "running an 
advertisement for a caller of the voice call while maintaining the call state of the voice call". 
Goldman teaches running an advertisement for a caller of the call while processing the call 
(col. 4, lines 28-49; 'call while processing the call' reads on the claim 'voice call while 
maintaining the call state of the voice call'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Applicant's admitted prior art to 
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allow running an advertisement for a caller as taught by Goldman. The motivation for the 
modification is to have the advertisement in order to provide certain information. 

14. Claims 11 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's admitted prior art and in view of Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,208,854) and 
further in view of Chakravarti et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,369,695). 

Regarding claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 8 and 9. 

Regarding claim 16 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 3 and 9. 

15. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
admitted prior art and in view of Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,208,854) and further in view of 
Fuller et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,375,161). 

Regarding claim 13 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 5 and 9. 

16. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
admitted prior art and in view of Roberts et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,208,854) and in view of 
Goldman et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,493,442). 

Regarding claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 6 and 9. 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Carlsen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,192,254) teach Personal portable apparatus for use 
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in completing a telephone call, Foladare et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,516,060) teach Advanced call 
sequencing service and Slusky (U.S. Patent No. 5,487,111) teach Telecommunications system 
sequence calling. 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alam Elahee whose telephone number is (703) 305-4822. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 9:00am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (703) 305-4895. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular 
communications and for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-4750. 

MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
June 28, 2004 




